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REMARKS 

Claims 1-5, 8-9, 13-14, 16-23, 26-27, 31-32, 34-41, 44-45, 49-50, and 52-54 were 
previously pending, of which claims 1,19 and 37 have been amended. Reconsideration of 
presently pending claims is respectfully requested in light of the above amendments and the 
following remarks. 



Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1, 4-5, 8, 19, 22-23, 26, 37, 40-41 and 44 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Meffert et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2002/0059144, "Meffert") in 
view of Cox et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2005/0044170, "Cox"). Applicants respectfully traverse 
this rejection as to pending claims on the grounds that these references are defective in 
establishing a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to these claims. 

Independent Claim 1 

The Meffert and Cox patents cannot be applied to reject these claims under 35 U.S.C. § 
103 because even when combined, they do not teach the entire claimed subject matter. For 
example, independent claim 1 requires "receiving an indication to send an email through a send 
button, wherein the send button is native to the email platform" and "upon receipt of the 
indication, automatically converting a recipient's address from an email format to an internet 
format." 

Meffert teaches that "instead of clicking on the traditional 'send' button provided by 
LOTUS NOTES, the user preferably clicks a specialized button [which] launches a login 
procedure to control server 200." The user is then prompted for a pass phrase or biometric 
identification before the email is encrypted, (paragraph [0072]). 

Thus, as Meffert teaches a specialized "send" button and a required manual intervention 
after clicking the specialized "send" button, Meffert does not teach the limitations as required by 
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claim 1 . Neither does the combination Meffert with Cox cure this deficiency. As stated by the 
Office Action, "Meffert is silent on the capability of converting recipients' addresses from an 
email format to an Internet format and converting recipients' addresses from said Internet format 
to said email format." (Office Action, pg. 4). 

The Office Action relies on Cox to supply this missing "converting" step . However, Cox 
does not supply the other mentioned limitations required by claim 1. Therefore, these references 
are defective in establishing a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to claim 1 and the 
rejection should be withdrawn. 

Independent Claim 19 

The Meffert and Cox patents cannot be applied to reject these claims under 35 U.S.C. § 
103 because even when combined, they do not teach the entire claimed subject matter. For 
example, independent claim 19 requires a "means for receiving an indication to send an email 
through a send button, wherein the send button is native to the email platform," and a "means for 
automatically converting a recipient's address from email format to internet format upon receipt 
of the indication." 

Meffert teaches that "instead of clicking on the traditional 'send' button provided by 
LOTUS NOTES, the user preferably clicks a specialized button [which] launches a login 
procedure to control server 200." The user is then prompted for a pass phrase or biometric 
identification before the email is encrypted, (paragraph [0072]). 

Thus, as Meffert teaches a specialized "send" button and a required manual intervention 
after clicking the specialized "send" button, Meffert does not teach the limitations as required by 
claim 19. Neither does the combination Meffert with Cox cure this deficiency. As stated by the 
Office Action, "Meffert is silent on the capability of converting recipients' addresses from an 
email format to an Internet format and converting recipients' addresses from said Internet format 
to said email format." (Office Action, pg. 4). 

The Office Action relies on Cox to supply this missing "converting" step . However, Cox 
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does not supply the other mentioned limitations required by claim 19. Therefore, these 
references are defective in establishing a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to claim 
19 and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

Independent Claim 37 

The Meffert and Cox patents cannot be applied to reject these claims under 35 U.S.C. § 
1 03 because even when combined, they do not teach the entire claimed subject matter. For 
example, independent claim 37 requires "receiving an indication to send an email from a send 
button, wherein the send button is native to the email platform," and "automatically converting a 
recipient's address from email format to internet format upon receipt of the indication." 

Meffert teaches that "instead of clicking on the traditional 'send' button provided by 
LOTUS NOTES, the user preferably clicks a specialized button [which] launches a login 
procedure to control server 200." The user is then prompted for a pass phrase or biometric 
identification before the email is encrypted, (paragraph [0072]). 

Thus, as Meffert teaches a specialized "send" button and a required manual intervention 
after clicking the specialized "send" button, Meffert does not teach the limitations as required by 
claim 37. Neither does the combination Meffert with Cox cure this deficiency. As stated by the 
Office Action, "Meffert is silent on the capability of converting recipients' addresses from an 
email format to an Internet format and converting recipients' addresses from said Internet format 
to said email format." (Office Action, pg. 4). 

The Office Action relies on Cox to supply this missing "converting" step . However, Cox 
does not supply the other mentioned limitations required by claim 37. Therefore, these 
references are defective in establishing a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to claim 
37 and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

Dependent claims 2-5, 8-9, 13-14, and 16-18 depend from and further limit independent 
claim 1, claims 20-23, 26-27, 31-32, and 34-36 depend from and further limit independent claim 
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19, and claims 38-41, 44-45, 49-50, and 52-54 depend from and further limit independent claim 
37 respectively, thus these claims should also be in condition for allowance. 
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CONCLUSION 

As a result of the foregoing, it is respectfully asserted that claims 1-5, 8-9, 13-14, 16-23, 
26-27, 3 1-32, 34-41, 44-45, 49-50, and 52-54 are in a condition for allowance. The Examiner is 
invited to telephone the undersigned if further assistance is necessary. Deposit account number 
08-1394 can be used for any over payments or under payments. 
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